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Collectivity can be described by the following semantic features: plurality and
wholeness, an entity with plural characteristics interpreted as a whole, emphasizing the
common feature of all the elements comprising it. (Tomomumcka 1974:47). Collectivity
functions based on the mutual influence of the plurality and singularity according to the
features componentionality and wholeness. (KKES, 1990). Collectivity is a secondary
function of plurality in Indo-European languages (cf. Kurylowicz 1964)'. The so-called
collective function of plural formerly was signaled by the singular agreement of the
verb’, and today, in modern European languages collectivity is connected with singular
form and agreement (Fiedler 1984: 263). Concerning Slavic languages collectivity is
usually connected with the so-called collectives, collective nouns, and not with the
plural’. All Slavic languages distinguish two types of collectivity: (A) a whole constituted
of the elements themselves and (B) not only a whole constituted of the elements, but also
some information about the order of the elements or some other information that is not a
characteristic of the elements themselves (sp. Topolinska 1981: 72) . The (A) collectivity
characterizes the so-called collective plural in Macedonian, and the collectivity (B) the

so-called collective nouns.

1. Collective plural forms in Macedonian
In Macedonian grammars (Konecku 1956 [1996]) collectivity is presented as a
semantic category that gramaticalises its meaning in the collective plural forms®. The use

of these forms is prescribed as plural agreement. Three endings are treated as collective

'However, the conceptualization of the plurality started with matching the elements by contact and
similarity, and than by matching the elements by similarity only. As a first stage of conceptualization there
was the elliptic plural, after that the collective plural and finally the “mathematical” plural.

* There was a plural ending and a singular rection for the collective plurality, and a plural rection for the
distributive plurality. That new type of collectives spread with the neuter gender substantives (Kurytowicz
1964: 206).

* Cf. Vaillant 1958.

*More details about the collectivity and the collective plural are in Koneski’s Grammar in Petroska (1999).
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in Macedonian: —je, -ja —uwitia : masculine nouns —je, -ja; b) feminine nouns only —je
and c) neuter nouns —je and —ja. But, there are examples with —uwitia as a regular plural
ending (zaiuuwiua, and the only plural ending); and examples of neuter nouns on —ja
present a differentiation in meaning (Opsja — only ‘trees’, but the regular plural form
opsa —also ‘trees’ and ‘wood’). This differentiation in meaning makes the regular plural
forms and collective plural forms to not have a clear differentiation”.

I will argue that the existence of the so-called collective plural in Macedonian
does not present a grammaticalized category. Having a collective plural as a
grammaticalized category should mean that: (1) there is an open derivation for collective
plural forms, and (2) those forms have plural agreement and those forms should not be
quantified by numerals®. There is no open derivation in Macedonian, there is only a
definite list of nouns that take the so-called collective plural endings and they present two
different situations: (1) they keep the collective meaning and (2) they lose that meaning

and behave as regular plural forms.

There are examples of the so-called collective plural forms that do not have plural
agreement’ and these forms must be treated differently depending on the ending—je, -ja
and —uwiue. 1 will explain the present use of these forms in contemporary Macedonian:
singular agreement for the —je collectives (masculine and neuter nouns) and —ja and —

uwita plural forms that are not collective.

The —je collectives can not be treated as plural forms. These are singular forms
that have meaning of plurality and therefore are characterized as collective. So, -je should
be considered as a collective suffix that impacts a collective meaning and should be
treated sweparately from —ja. [ want to prove this because it is not a part of the prescribed

norm® of the language. I tested these forms as plural or singular by using the following

>This neuter gender nouns show less difference between the collective and regular plural compared to the
masculine nouns (cf. Konecku 1956 [1996]: 259).

® This criterion was presented by Topolinska (1981: 72).

"There is more information about the use of the collective plural forms on —je according to the “norm”, and
that is plural agreement, in Kopy6usn 1981 [1990], Munosa-I'jypkoBa (1985/86; 1993 and 1994). For the
use of the collective plural forms as singular forms in practise cf. [lIBeTkoBcku (1993: 219).

¥ Kopy6un (1981 [1990]: 95) emphasizes that the singular agreement destroys the system and the “norm”
of the Macedonian language.”
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quantifiers: the collective quantifier cuoiu/ceinia/ceitio that excludes the combinations
with plural nouns denoting discrete elements of the set and emphasizes the wholeness or
uyeauouu/yeaaiia/ueaoiio and; the distributive quantifier cuizie that excludes the
combination with singular nouns and emphasizes the individual discrete elements of the

set that are also marked by ‘totality’.

1.1. The so-called collective plural with —je in Macedonian is collective
singular (singular agreement — collective meaning):

Examples (1), (2), and (3) with singular agreement and (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
(11) (12) prove that —je forms are collective singular’ and should not be called collective
plural in Macedonian.

From the so-called collective plural forms, only the collective singular on —je has
collective meaning and that meaning brings these forms close to the meaning of the other

collective nouns in Macedonian.

(1) Upsjeitio bewe saaxno.; /lpsjeitio ce ucyuiuno.
tree-Cpl- the was  wet tree-Cpl-the dried-sg

(2) Tprweiuio muOTY O0oUKa.; Tpreitio pacilie HaceKae.
thorn-Cpl-the a lot stings thorn-Cpl-the grows everywhere

(3) Jlucjeitio e Beke ioxucoaiuero.; Jlucjeito uaza.
leaf-Cpl-the is already yellow leaf-Cpl-the falls

(4) *Cuite aucje ce BeKe oI ONUECHU.
All-D leaf Cpl are already yellow

(5) *Ce ucywuja cuitie Kopere.
dried-pl all-D root Cpl

(6) *Cuiue Opsje 60 2opaitia uszopea.
All-D tree-Cpl in mountain-the burnt-pl

(7) *Cuitie kpuaje um 6ea iioiikacitipeHu.
All-D wing-Cpl them were trimmed

*This forms on -je with collective meaning (set as a whole), are collective singular forms, and are used and
exist in contemporary Macedonian and have a “poetic nuance”.
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(8) Ceiuo aucje e BeKE UOHONIUEHO.
All-C leaf-Cpl is already yellow

(9) Ce ucywiu ceitio iupme.
dried-sg  all-C thorn Cpl

(10) Ce ucywu ceitio kopetrve.
dried-sg all-C  root Cpl

(11) Ceiuio Opsje BO ropaTa uszope.
All-C tree-Cpl in mountain-the burnt-sg

(12) Ceitio kpunaje 1M e U3B8AAKAHO.
All-C wing-Cpl them is dirty

1. 2. The so-called collective plural with —ja is a plural, but does not have
collective meaning®™ (plural agreement — distributive meaning):

Example (13) with a numeral presents this form as a plural:
(13) ...HanuMKyBaa Ha 08€ 02ZPOMHU HUILUYjU KPUA]A.

looked like two big bird  wing-Cpl

Examples (14) to (24) with cuiue as a distributive quantifier present these forms
as a plural:
(14) I'pankara nymruiia HeKoaKy Kopersa.

brench-the sprouted several root-Cpl

(15) Cuite aucja ce Beke tioxconitieHU.
All-D leaf Cpl are already yellow
(16) Ce ucywja cuine iiproa.
dried-pl  all-D thorn Cpl
(17) Ce ucywuja cuitie kopetrba.
dried-pl all-D root Cpl
(18) Cuinie Opsja 8o zopaitia uszopea.
All-D  tree-Cpl in mountain-the burnt-pl
(19) Cuitie kpuaja um bea ioitikaciipeHu.
All-D wing-Cpl them were trimmed
(20) *Ceitio aucja e BeKe i0HcONATULEHO.
All-C  leaf-Cpl is already yellow

' The nouns not having regular plural ending use —ja for making regular plural (kamema ‘stones’).
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(21) *Ce ucywiu ceitio iupma.
dried-sg  all-C thorn Cpl

(22) *Ce ucyuiu ceitio kopersa.
dried-sg all-C  root Cpl

(23) *Ceiuio Opsja BO ropata uszope.
All-C tree-Cpl in mountain-the burnt-sg
(24) *Ceitio kpusja UM e HOUUKACUIPEHO.
All-C wing-Cpl them is trimmed
The —ja lost its collective meaning and is a variant of the regular plural ending

(so, sucja is a plural variant of the suciu, ’leaf” and aucitiosu is the only plural form for

Auci, ‘piece of paper’)'.

Slavic languages distinguish collective singular and collective plural according to
Stankiewicz (1983: 280). The collective singular gives information about the whole, not

about its elements. This fits perfectly for Macedonian forms on —je sucje, opsje, cHoliije,

Kaacje, xapje, oOabje, koperwe, iipesje to be qualified as collective singular.
Emphasizing the continuity of the elements makes the collective singular nouns close to
the mass nouns, but it does not make them mass nouns (the continuity does not make the
elements nondiscrete — the elements are presented as a whole of discrete elements). The
collective plural presents the discrete and countable components of the whole and refers
to personal and animate nouns that denote kinship, ethnic origin etc. According to
Stankiewicz (1983) these nouns also have a relevant distinction between collective plural
and collective singular where the difference is syntactic, for example'? gospoda se nije
mesala s narodom (collective singular) and gospoda se jesu zavadila (collective plural).
Collective nouns with plural agreement can be qualified as collective plural”. If we
compare this with the so-called collective plural forms on —ja and -uwiua, that are used

as plural and can have a distributive quantifier cuizie and a numeral quantifier, it is clear

"If the collective plural forms are switched in use with the regular plural forms, there is no difference in
the meaning of the plural.

2 The example is from Stankiewicz (1983:280).

" The collective plural are examples with a collective noun and a plural agreement, as the Macedonian
example Lleno ceao kje usaesain Oa e upeyexaaiti (Konecku, B. 1956 [1996].). These examples give
information that ‘everyone in the village will get out’, and the collective meaning is presented as
distributive.
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that these forms are not collective plural forms, but variants of the simple plural.
Macedonian so-called collective plural forms and Croatian examples'* like pilad, jagnjad
are usually considered as collective plural in Slavic languages. But, the so-called
collective plural forms in Contemporary Macedonian on —je (.ucje, Opsgje) present a
tendency to be treated as collective singular, as the Croatian examples do, with a
preference to be used with singular agreement Telad je pobjegla compared to plural
Telad su pobjegla (Pranjkovi¢ 1993: 21). We can come to the conclusion that the general
tendency is to connect the collectivity with the singular agreement, meaning that from the
stage of having two possibilities presenting collectivity, the collective plural and
collective singular, the collective plural is a transitional stage that leads to collective
singular (and collective nouns), or it leads to losing the collective meaning and becomes a

regular plural form.

2. Collective nouns — collectivizers:

The (B) collectivity refers to collective nouns. There are three major groups': a)
collective nouns that emphasizes the features of the elements and do not have numeral
quantification (*iteiti maaounu, *iipu rcusuru, *ieiti Haceaeruja); b) collective nouns
that emphasize the features of the whole and do have numeral quantification (iteiu
opkeciipu, wipu iapaamenita, 0ge komucuu) and c) collective nouns that emphasize

the collectivity itself and also have no restriction for numeral quantification.

These collective nouns can also be treated as secondary measure units and present
names of more or less organized sets, while the name itself incorporates some contents
that selects the possible elements of the set (cittado - wcusoiuru, herd - animals not
uimuyu birds etc.). This secondary units make the separate elements be seen as
organized, natural or an intended set. That is why it would be best to call them
collectivizers (konektuBmu3aropu, Tomomumcka 1997:189). They collectivize the set that

consists of individual elements, making it a collective, a set seen as a whole.

4 As in Stankiewicz (1983: 279).

' According to Topolinska (1981: 75-77), there are four types, the first three will be mentioned here
presented by Macedonian examples, and the fourth one brings collectivity close to the concept of mass
nouns and is understood here as mass nouns (for example 2pas ‘beans’).
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The use of these nouns is especially interesting in Macedonian, because they form
noun phrases where it is not clear which noun is the head of the noun phrase (2pyiia
ayée; ciiaoo osyu, 4eila e6ojHuuu) compared to the Slavic languages with
morphologically marked cases where it is known on the phrase level which noun is the
head: 2pyiia wyou, uweitia 6ojHuka; citiaoo osaua (Serbian); grupa tudzi; oddzial
zolnierzy, stado koz (Polish). In Macedonian these collectives sometimes can be used as

heads where the wholeness of the set is emphasized, the collectivity of the noun phrase:

2pyila 00 HOBUHApPU, Tioalla 00 ayiée, jaitio 00 pubu where the preposition 00 marks
the other noun as non-head and even in examples where the collectivisation is secondary
cittaoo 00 osaeceiti osyu. In the languages with morphological cases the collective
nouns are always the head of the phrase, as in the languages where the case has to be
marked by a preposition a group of people, a herd of cows. But in Macedonian, the most
common use is the noun phrase without a preposition and the singular or plural
agreement on the sentence level gives information which noun is the head of the noun
phrase.

There are two types of reference: A. noun phrases with a collectivizer as a head
have singular agreement and their reference is intentional, they refer to the set as a whole,
and B. noun phrases with colectivisers as non-heads and their reference is extensional,
they refer to individual members of the set (Allan 1976: 107). The intentional reference

corresponds to collectivity and extensional to distributivity.

The singular form of the collectivizer and the plural agreement seem to be in
contradiction, but, the examples of connecting the text through anaphorization of the
collective noun (explicit or implicit) with anaphoric pronouns in plural presents the
possible distributivisation of the collective meaning. We have double anaphorisation
here: 1. the collective noun behaves as an anaphoric pronoun and 2. the collective noun
has been anaphorised (pronominalised) (Topolinska 1976: 57 and Feleszko 1980: 58). It
is the same process as pronominalisation, the only difference is the fact that the anaphora
is not a pronoun, it is a collective noun.

The examples show a connection of the parts in the text that have the first and the

third noun phrase, without presenting on the surface the direct (second) phrase (the
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members of the group: the people, the basketball players etc.). There is a collision
between the anaphorised phrase (2pyiiaitia, iniumoin) and the anaphoric phrase, explicit
and implicit (itiue or —airr) with the category of number. This is in collision with the
principle for agreement of all the categories with the starting phrase, which is obligatory
for anaphorizationa. Ex.:
(25) Ce BTpua Mo MaTOT BO MPECPET HA Zpyiiaitia, witio Habauxcysauie. bpry ce

ran-3sg on road-the in meeteing of group-the which was coming closer Quickly
3PYKH CO HUG.
joined-3sg with them
‘He ran on the road to meet the group that was coming closer. He joined them quickly’

1. rpynara =rpynara ayfe (the group = the group of people)

2. myfeTo op rpynata=HuB (the people of the group=them)

(26) Bpuitanckaitia ekuita € IeJIOCHO onpeMeHa. /loaéaaiu Bo MakefoHHja co
the British team  is completely equiped coming-they in Macedonia with
HajCOBpEMEHA onpeMa.
most contemporary equipement
‘The British team is completely equipment They are coming to Macedonia with the latest
equipment.’
1. exunaTa=exkunarta cTpyumani (the team=the team of experts)

2. crpyumwanure ofi ekunata=Tue (the experts of the team=they)

These previous examples can help in explaining why the constructions or noun
phrases like 2pyita Oeya in Macedonian can have singular or plural agreement. This
possibility of double agreement gives collective or distributive interpretation of the noun
phrase. The reason for this double possibility is connected to the noun phrase itself not
having the completely clear form (it doesn’t present which noun is a head of the

phrase)'’.

'® This double potential agreement is mentioned by Koneckn (1956 [1996]: 222) with the examples: edua
2pyila dapimiusanu ce zowiseuie 0a mipzre 3a Kuueso n eden poj mucau mu epgea Hu3 zaasa. In
Minova-Gjurkova’a Sintax of Macedonian Standard Language (2000: 198) she reccomends a plural
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The singular agreement presents collective meaning and the plural agreement

distributive meaning.

2.1. Collective meaning of the noun phrases with collectivisers and the

singular agreement:

There is singular agreement in different word orders and in cases with and
without the collective noun being marked as definite. Here are examples of this type of
noun phrases with the singular agreement.
2.1.1.Noun phrases are definite and the definiteness is always marked by the collective
noun.
2.1.1.1. - as a subject in the sentence: the subject being in a position after the verb (mojae
Taa morosiema rpymna roctu) and in a position before the verb (Tonmara cenanu ce
3amMaBa);

(27) Kora 0ojoe iiaa iiozonema zpyiia 2ocitiu, ...
when came-sg that bigger  group guests
‘When that bigger group of guests came...’

(28) Toauaina ceaanu ce 3amaa, 3aKyka, 8pecHa, UUCHA, ...
crowd-the peasants fought-sg moaned-sg screamed-sg
‘The crowd of peasants started to fight, moaned, screamed...’

2.1.1.2. - as a doubled direct object: 2o 3pornenas jaitioiio ousu iajku, or doubled

indirect object Ha mojasa exuiia iieaitipoao3u )

(29) I'o 3norienaB jaitioitio Ousu ilajku Kako aeiid ...
CL-DO-sg saw-1sg flock-the wild ducks how flies
“I saw the flock of wild ducks flying...’

(30) Ha mojasa exuiia maaou u uUOHU MAKeOOHCKU teaitipoao3u i “ilaoHnaa”

To my-the team young and future Macedonian teatrologist CL-IO fell-3sg
0a3WYHHUTE UCTPAKyBamwA...
basic research-pl

‘The basic research ‘fell” to my team of young and future Macedonian teatrologists

2

2.1.1.3. - as a relativised phrase (ckoiickaitia 2pyiia Hagusa4u, Koja):

agreement, e.s. agreement where “the basic noun” is the head (that is the plural noun that ....: I'pyiia
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(31) MHImpenTOT ce cimyuusn okoiy 21 yacoT, Kora rpyna HaBusauu o burona,
HajIIPBUH HamajHaje efieH, a MoToa yIITe ABajla NPUIaHULIA Ha CKolicKailia 2pyiia
Skopje group

Hasuea4u, koja bpoeaa OKOJy NEeTHAECETUHA JIUIIA.
fan-pl RP-sg count-sg

“The incident happened around 9 pm, when a group of fans from Bitola attacked one
member first, and than two more members of the Skopje group of fans, that had around
15 people’

2.1. 2. Noun phrases with collectivizers that are not definite.
2.1.2.1. - as a subject in the sentence: the subject in a position after the verb (ce iiojasu
eOHa 2pyita sojHuyu) and in a position before the verb (Zpyia maaou ymeiinuyu

eKcilepumeriiupa):

(32) ... 031074 ce ilojasu eOHa zpyila 80JHULU.
under appeared-sg one group solder-pl
‘From down there a group of solders appeared’

(33) I'pyita maaou ymeiiHuyu CeTa eKcilepUMeHIIUpa ...
Group young artist-pl now experiment-3sg
‘A group of young artists is experimenting now’

2.2. Distributivisation of the noun phrases with collectivisers and the plural
agreement:

The plural agreement with these phrases is considered as typical for Macedonian'’
and it is possible because the plural nouns that present the set units are the heads of the
phrases and the agreement with the verb is plural. That makes the collective meaning of
the collective noun to be distributivized, so the phrase that takes plural agreement has
distributive meaning. This agreement is possible in different word orders, with the noun
phrase before (34), (35) and after (36), (37) the verb, but always with noun phrases that
are not definite. In these examples with plural agreement the collective nouns function

syntactically as numerals (how many surgeons? - as many as a group).

A8ClipanucKy HayuHuyu ja doitiepouja eecilia).
' It was mentioned before that in the other Slavic languages the plural agreement is not possible, due to the
clearly determined function of the collective noun as a head of the noun phrase, except in Macedonian and
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(34) I'pyiia opaaru xupyp3u o CTOMaTOJNOWKUOT (PaKyITET IPU
group oral surgeons from Stomatology faculty by

Kamudopuuckuot yausep3uteT Bo Jloc AHIienec HeoaMHa o6jasuja...

Californian university in LA recently announced-3pl

‘A group of oral surgeons from the Faculty of Stomatology at UCLA recently
announced...’

(35) ... 2pyiia axiuepu ce cobupaaini BO eicH TeaTap jla MpaBaT MpeTCcTaBa...
group actor-pl gathered in atheatre  to make-3pl play
‘A group of actors gathered in a theater to make a play...’

(36) CueHapuoTo Ke TO duwysaaili zpyiia uomaaou ayze.
Screenplay-the will CL-DO write-3pl group younger people
‘A group of young people is going to write the screenplay’

(37) ... Qoaeiuaa yea poj iuueau ...
flew-3pl whole swarm bees
‘A whole swarm of bees flew”
- as a relativised phrase:

(38) Hayunumure ru npoy4uiie MoJaTOIUTe JOOUCHN 00 UCUUIUAHAIILA 2PYila HeHU
from examined group woman-pl

Ha BO3pacT off 56 u 71 roguHa, kou NIpef JeCET TOUHM 3ei¢e JOIOIHUTEIHA 103a Ha

BuTamMuH L. RP-pl took-3pl

‘The scientists have studied the data from the examined group of women, age 56-71, that

ten years ago took an extra dose of Vitamin-C’

(40) ... 2pyiiaitia_uciiuitianuyy Witio Opicene METUTEPaAHCKa IUETA YETUPH TOIMHH. ..
group-the examinee-pl RP  hold=3pl
‘the group of examinees that was/were on Mediterranean diet four years’

An interesting example is (31) where the plurality is introduced as distributive
(Haitaonaane), and it refers to fans as a group, and later, the plurality is presented as
collective (koja 6poena) and refers to the Skopje group. It is obvious that the marked
definiteness of the collective noun influences the singular agreement and the

interpretation of the set as collective.

even in Bulgarian. Example for Bulgarian: Ipyna cmyoenmu ensazoxa 6 dsopa na Yuuseepzumema
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2.2.1. The revlativised phrase in plural shows that only one part of the complex noun
phrase with a collective noun has been relativised. It is interesting that with relativisation
the collective plurality can be easily distributivised. The relative pronouns can be marked

by the category of number (kou) or not marked (witio).

(39) Hayynunute rv npoyuusie nojaTonuTe JOOUeHU 00 UCUUIUAHAIla 2pYila dceHU

from examined group woman-pl
Ha Bo3pact of] 56 u 71 roguHa, kou npef ieceT rOANHY 3esie NONOJTHUTEIHA J03a Ha
BuTamuH L. RP-pl took-3pl
‘The scientists have studied the data from the examined group of women, age 56-71, that
ten years ago took an extra dose of Vitamin-C’

(40) ... 2pyiiaitia_uciuitianuyy Witio Opiceae METUTEPAHCKA IUETA YETUPH TOIMH. ..
group-the examinee-pl RP  hold=3pl
‘the group of examinees that was/were on Mediterranean diet four years’

2.3. As a conclusion:

The options for singular or plural agreement in Macedonian are indeed
grammatical. The singular agreement is obligatory when the collective noun is positively
marked by definiteness without the word order being important. This demonstrates the
collective meaning of the whole phrase, and shows that the wholeness of the elements
(units) is always definite, causing the collective noun to be the head of the noun phrase.
When the collective noun is not marked as definite, it does not have to be the head of the
phrase, so the plural agreement is possible (the collectivizer can limit the elements in a

specific frame [a whole], so they can be presented as distributive).

The examples with two possibilities for creating the utterance -- when the
agreement shows the collective or distributive plurality, is part of the pragmatic use of the

collective noun. The possibility is foregrounding'® or backgrounding of collectivity.

(Kpymosa-1letkoBa u Pomrko 1994: 95).
'8 Andrews 1985; Keenan 1985, Brown& Yule 1983.
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(41) Kypackuor cenapatuctuuku augaep AoOpyna Ouanal, KOj BeKe €JeH
Mecel ce Haora BO 3aTBOp Ha ocTpoBOT MMmpanm, BO MpaMOpHOTO MOpe, K€ TO
OpaHat /6 adgokaitii, COOTIIITA BUYepa HETOBUOT IJIaBEH aJiBOKAT.
16 lawyers
ITo BpakamweTo o MMpamnu, Kaje ce cpeTHa co CBOjOoT KiMeHT OyvaiiaH, afBOKaTOT
UM WU3jaBWJI Ha HOBUHAPUTE JleKa YyalCeHHOT KYPACKM BOjauy ce corjacyBa co
ujejaTa 3a 3rojieMyBambe Ha UMOi a080KaAlliu Wilio Ke 20 bpanait /Opanu.

team-the lawyers RH will CL-DO defend-pl/sg

‘Sixteen lawyers will defend the Kurdish separatist leader, Abdullah Ochalan, who is in a
prison for a month already on the island Imraly, in the Marble Sea.
After returning from Imraly, where he met his client Ochalan, his lawyer announced that
the imprisoned Kurdish leader agrees with the idea to make the team of lawyers bigger
that are/is going to defend him.’

The topic in this last sentence is aogokaitiu (distributive plurality) because that referent
is also a topic of the previous sentence (/6 aosoxaitiu). Without the previous sentence
the topic would have been the team, not the lawyers, because the referent team is definite.
Having the possibility to also use a singular agreement we are foregrounding the team
(the collectivity). We can say that the difference between the two variants is in their
thematic meanings'®, but they both have the same propositional meaning. That means ‘it
is true that the team consisting of lawyers will defend him and at the same time that the
lawyers who make a team will defend him’. The collectivity and distributives are in
complementary distribution, noun phrases with collectivizer can present collective or

distributive plurality.
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